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DECISION DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
COVER SHEET

PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH

TRACK 1 SITES:
GUIDANCE FOR A%SESSING
LOW PROBABILITY SITES
AT INEL

SITE DESCRIPTION: Underground Storage Tank CFA-6675
SITE ID: CFA-33 OPERABLE UNIT: 04-03
WASTE ARBREA GROUP: 04

1. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

CFA-33 Is the historical site of a 4,000 gal underground storage tank designated as CFA-667S.
The tank was instalied in 1951 within 5 1l at the southwest corner of building CFA-667. The tank
was used o slore fuel oil used for heating the building. The tank was abandoned in 1986. In
May 1989, the remaning contents of the tank were sampled for waste profile analysis and
determined to be fuel oil #2. The remalning 20 gal of tuel were coflected in October 1990 by
EG&G Idaho Hazardous Waste for recycling. Less than 0.5 in. were lett in the bottom of the
tank.

The tank was removed in October 1990 under the direction of the EG&G Idaho Tank
Management Program. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were monitored during removal per
program guidelines. Alt readings were well below the EG&G |daho field action level for diesel of
50 ppm. Some soil contamination was observed around the il port during removal and was
removed, collected, and transporied to the Cenlral Facilities Area fandfill for landfarming. Upon
removal of the tank, areas for soil sampliing were selected based on where contamination was
most likely to occur. The Held VOC readings for these live soil samples were well below the
EGA&G action level for diesel. Based on these readings, the excavation was determined
acceptable for backfilling and was done with original noncontaminated soit and with soil from the
gravel pil at lhe INEL CFA. Laboratory anaiyses of the soil samples confirmed fisld readings.
Analyses lor total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene
wera performed by DataChem Laboratories of Salt Lake City, UT with no contamination detected
in any of the samples.




The information gathered has been determined reliable and the qualitative risk assessment
concluded low. Tank removal and sample analyses were conducted lollowing published
procedures and no confliction Information was found in any records documenting the
processes. Using the Qualitative Risk and Reliability Evaluation Table, # is concluded that no
funher action is required for CFA-33.

n.

it the decision is made In error lo close CFA-33, the possiblity exists for conlaminant migration o
groundwater. The contaminants include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xyiens, and
petroleum hydrocarbons in the form of #2 digsel fuel. If, in acluality, the tank did leak fts capacity
of 4,000 gal to the surrounding soil, an estimated 350 yd3 of soil would be contaminated.

If the decislon is made in error to further remediale CFA-33 and the site poses no actual
gnvironmental threat, realized benefils would be minimal refative to the high investment in
rermediation expenditures.

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS

None.

‘RECOMMENDED ACTION:

It is recommended that COCA Site CFA-33 be reclassified as to "no-action” status and removed
from the list of INEL solid waste management units. The information gathered is deemed
reliable and the assessed risk is very low. The tank was removed loflowing established
procedures and biased soil samples were collected for analysis of TPH and BTEX. No
contamination was detected in any of 1he soil samples. These resulls suggest that no
contamination is present al the site and thal it poses no environmental threat. Furiher
ramediation of this COCA site would require funding which could be utilized more efficiently in
other areas.
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NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION

The U.S. Department of Energy, the U5, Enwironmental Protection Agemg-ﬂegion 10, and the
State of ldaho have completed a review of the referenced informationfor _C. FA 5 5 hazardous
waste site, as It pentains o the INEL Federal Facility Agreementof __¢2/i, /S ¢ , Based onfthis
review, ihe Parties have determined that no further action for purpo'ses of investigation or study is
justified. This decision is subject 1o review at the time of issuance of the Record of Decision,

Brief summary of the basts for no further action:

Relerances:
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PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET

SITE 1D CFA-33

cot 1
Processes Associated with this
site

col 2
Waste Description & Handiing
Procedures

col 3
Description & Locafion ol any Anifacl/Structures/Disposal Areas Associated
with this Wasle or Process

Procass

Diasel fuel ol #2 storage in an
undoerground storage lank (UST)
CFA-8675

Process
Removal of UST CFA-667S

20 gal. of diessl lusl oil #2
recoverad by EGAG Kdaho, Inc.
Hazardous Wasta Program

Diasal fuel ol #2 contaminated
soil

Artifact
Location
Description

Artifact
Location
Dascription

Artifact

Localion

| Description
Anifact  Underground storage tank
Location  Now removed, previously located within 5 ft southwest of CFA-667
Description 4,000 gal. stael lank

Adtitact Associated piping
Location Now removed, previously located with tank southwaesi ol CFA-657
Daseription  Tar-coated stael piping

Artifact
Location
Dascription

Procass

Antifact
Location
Description

Artitact
Location
Description

Artifact
Location

Description




DECISION STATEMENT
(BY STATE RPM)
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PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET

SITE ID CFA-33

col 1 col 2 colld

Processaes Associated with this | Waste Description & Handling Dascription & Location ol any Arntifaci/Structures/Disposal Areas Associated
site Procedures with this Waste or Process

Process

Diasel tual oit #2 slorage in an
underground storagse lank (UST)
CFA-867S

Process
Removal of UST CFA-6673

20 gal. of diesel lusl oil 2
racovered by EGAG ldaho, Inc.
Hazardous Wasts Program

Diasel tuel oil #2 contaminated
soil

Artilact
Location
Dascription

Antitact
Location
Description

Artilact

Location
Description

Artilact  Underground slorage tank

Location  Now removed, previously locaied within 5 ft southwest of CFA-667

Descriplion 4,000 gal. stael tank

Antilact Assaciated piping
Location  Now removed, proviously located with tank southwest of CFA-667
Description  Tar-coatad steel piping

Artifact
Location
Descriptian

Process

Artifact
Location
Dascription

Artifact
Location
Dascription

Antifact
Location

Dascriplion
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET

SITE ID CFA-33
PROCESS (col 1) UST Removal WASTE Seil
Col 4 Col5 Col6 Col7 Col8 Col9
What known/potential hazardous Potential sources associated Known/estimate | Risk basad Qualitative risk | Overall
substances/constituents are associatad with this hazardous material? d concentrations | concentration | assessment refiability
with thizs wasts or process? of hazardous maig {HiMed/Lo) {HiMadLo)
substances/
constituenis?
Benzene Contaminated Soil ND, DL=0.05 — Low High
Taluana Contaminated Soil ND, DL = 0.05 — Low High
Ethylbanzana Contaminated Soil ND, DL = 0.05 — Low High
Xylane Contaminated Soil ND, DL = 0.1 — Low High
TPH Contaminated Soil ND, DL =0.010 o Low High

e i s e e |

a. ND = not detected
DL = detection imit in ppm

h. Units = mg/g
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QUALITATIVE RISK AND

! QUALITATIVE RISK
!
I LOW MEDIUM
HIGHLY i— scréening sereening !
UN- , data TRACK 1l data ‘
RELIABLE [
___ _|.INo acmion | Rmurs _ .
HIGHLY JHEQU!RED INTERIM™ ACTION*
RELIABLE
reliability l LOW MEDIUM HIGH
concantration resulting in concentration resulting in
r risk < 10°8 risk > 106
]
A qualitative risk

* if there exist sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy

¥



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer;

COCA Site CFA-33 is the location of a removed undsrground slorage tank designated CFA-
867S. The capacity of the tank was initialty believed to be 6,000 gal, but upon rémoval, the
dimensions of the tank were used 1o calculate an actual capacily of 4,000 gal. The steel lank
was instatled in 1951 al the southwest corner of building CFA-667 and used for storing tuel oil
for haaling the building. A rmap of the tank location is atached. The tank was operational until
19886, when it was abandoned. Records indicate that the tank had no internal protection and
thal the outside of the tank was painted for external prolection. The associated piping was
constructed of tar-coated steel. The area around the buried tank was enclosed by a fence, and
consequenlly, a secondary access to Lhe fill pipe was run lrom the tank 1o outside the tence,
approximately 12 fi from the tank. A vent pipe was also present with this tank, located
approximately 5 ft from the tank next o CFA-667. A ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey was
employed by the Tank Management Program which provided this information; a diagram of the
GPH results is attached.

Biock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High __Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASQNING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained from personnel involved directly in the processes associated with
operation ol the 1ank, content sampling, and tank removal,

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes __NO__ (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

The location, size, and logistics of the tank were veritied upon removal in October 1990.

Block 4 Sources of information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

Mo evailable information (] Analytical data (X1 _4

Anacdotal [X] 8 Documsntation about data [}

Historical process data ] Disposal data []

Current process data [] Q.A data (]

Areal pholographs [] Salely analysis rapor []

Enginearing/site drawings (1 0&D raport (]

Unusual Occurrence Rapon [] Initial assessment {1

Summary documents [X] 10 Well data {1

Facility SOPs [] Construction data {1

OTHER [X] 76,12 A




Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed?

Block 1 Answer:

In May 1989, the tank contents were sampled by EGAG Idaho Environmental Science and
Technology (ES&T) personnel for waste profile analysis. The sample was sent to EG&G Idaho
Environmental Chemistry for laboratory analysis and determined to be #2 diesel fuel. The level
of liquid in the tank was measured by ES&T personngl and found lo be approximately 1.5 in. In
Qclober 1990, prior to removal of the tank, 20 gal of liquid were pumped from the 1ank by EG&G
ldaho Hazardous Waste Programs for recycling. Less than 0.5 in. of liquid was left in the tank.

Removal of the tank occurred on October 24, 1980 under the guidance of EG&G Idaho Tank
Management Program removal procedures. Volatile organic compound (VOC) readings were
laken by ES&T personnel using a Photovac Microtip photionization detector (PID) throughout
the removat process. All readings were found to be well below the EG&G Idaho field action
levels for dieset of 50 ppm. According to sampling records, a small diesel-contaminated region
of soil was observed near the fill port but was removed and transported lo the INEL landfill for
landfarming. Five soil samples were collected from the excavation by ES&T personnel tor
iaboratory analysis. Samples were taken specifically from areas where contamination from the
l1ank conlents was most likely to occur. Thae soil sampling areas are shown on the attached
diagram. Samples were collected by scooping the tank excavation with a heavy eguipment
bucket and sampling directly from this removed soll. The scoop samples werg taken from a
uniform depth of 7 fl. The samples were screened with the P1D for preliminary VOC readings
and found to be weil below the EGAG field action levels for diesel. Based on the condition of
the tank and the lield VOC readings, the excavalion was deemed acceptable for backlilling and
was done wilh nohcontaminated soil from the excavalion and with soil from the gravel pit at the
INEL CFA.

Laboratory analyses of the soil sampled were performed by DataChem Laboratories of Salt Lake
City, UT for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and tor benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and
xylene {collectively known as BTEX). No contamination was found in any of the samples.
Laboratory detection limits were given as 0.05 ug/g for benzene, loluane, and elhylbenzene;
0.1 ug/g tor xylene; and 0.01 mg/g for TPH,

The tank was cut into smaller pieces and shipped to Pacitic Steel of Idaho Falls for disposal.
Four pleces of piping were included in the shipment.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained from sampling logbooks and removal records documenting the
sampling and removal process.

13




Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed?

(Continued)

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Y8s __ NG (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.
Several sources were used 1o obtain this information.

Biock 4 Sources of information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in

source)

No available information
Anecdotal

Higtorical process data
Current process data

Areal photographs
Enginesring/site drawings
Unusual Occurrance Ropont
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

(}
(1

(]
0
[X]
l]
8!
{X]

[l
(X]

10

Analytical data [X] 9
Documantation about data I
Disposal data (X]77.141
Q.A. data []
Safety analysis repon {1

D&D report il

Initial assessmant 1

Well data (]
Construction data (]




Question 3. s there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migrationw?"
If so, what is it?

Block 1 Answer:

No evidence exists of migration.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High __Med __Low (check
ane)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained from persennel directly involved in the removal process.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _NO  (check one)
iF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

The use of more than one source provides verification of this information.

Block 4 Sources of information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

Mo available information il Analytical data {X].3

Anaecdolal [X] 8 Documentation about data {1}

Historical process data [] Disposal data {]

Current process data [ Q.A. dala - |
Areal photographs [X}] & Salety analysis report []

Engineering/site drawings il D&D report -
Unusual Occurrance Report {1 Initial assessment [y

Summary documents {X] 10 Woell data [1

Facility SOPs (] Construction data [1

OTHER [X} "2, 12 -
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Qusstion 4. Is there evidence that a source axists at this site? If so, list the
sources and describe the avidence.

Biock 1 Answar;

No evidence exists indicaling that a source exists at this site. Any possible source was removed
from the excavalion and subsequent soil sampie analyses indicated no contamination, The
gxcavation was backlilled o grade with original noncontaminated soil and soil (rom the INEL CFA
gravel pit.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained directly from records documenting the removal process.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _X_Yes ___NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Field VOC readings are consistent with data cblained from the analytical laboratory,
substantiating this information,

Block 4 Sources of information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [} Analytical data [(*X] 3

Anscdolal [} Dacumentation about data {1

Historical process data {} Disposal data L]

Current pracess dala 8] Q.A. dala [l

Areal photographs ] Safety analysis report 1]

Enginearing/site drawings [] DAD repont []

Unusual Occurrance Repor 1 Initial assessmant [] -
Summary documents [X] 10 Well data {1

Facility SOPs {1 Construction data []

OTHER [X] 2 -




Question 5. Does tha site operating or disposal historical information allow
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot?

Block 1 Answer:

The pattem of potential contamination is determined to be a hot spot around a leak in the tank or
{ill pipes.

Block 2 How refiable is/are the information source/s? X High __Med __LOW (chack
ong)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

This information is based on past experience with leaking tanks.

Brock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _No  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Consultations with individuals knowiedgable about tanks and tank feakage.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [ Analytical data ]
Ansecdotai [X] 8 Documentation abowt data (1
Historical process data [ Disposal data []
Current procaess data [1 Q.A. data {1
Areal photographs [] Salety analysis report []
Engineering/site drawings (1 D&D report [1
Uniuisuat Qccurrence Report (] initial assessment [1
Summary doguments {1 Woll data []
Facility 30Ps 1 Construction data []
OTHER {]
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depih of the contaminated region.
What is the known or estimated valume of the source? If this is
an estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was
derived.

Block 1 Answer:

Based on analytical data, no contaminated region exists. However, using the dimensions of 14
It long, & 1t wide/deep obtained by the GPR survey, and the known capacity of the tank, 4,000
gal, a hypothetical contaminated region could be estimated. Using a model developed by
EGE&G Idaho, Inc., a region of 350 yd3 of soil is estimated. The model and calculations are
atlached,

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _X High _ Med __Low

{check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained from records documenting the field sampling process and from an
gstablished analylicat laboralory.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION,

Field analyses of the soil samples were contirmed by the laberatory analytical data which
supports the conclusion that a contaminated region does nol exist.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
SOUrce)

No available information (] Analytical data {xX1_3

Anscdotal [ Documentation about data [1

Historical process data i] Disposal data {1

Currant process data ] Q.A. data {1

Areal photographs [ Safety analysis repon ]

Engineering/site drawings [} D&D report 1]

Unusual Occurrence Report [1 Initial assessment S
Summary documents 1 Wall data []

Facillly SOPs [} Construction data (1

OTHER X] 2.6 ]
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Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity if hazardous
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1 Answer:

Based on analylical results of soil samples taken from the excavation, It is determined that no
hazardous substance is present as no source is present.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was obtained from records documenting the removal process and from resulis
from an established analytical laboratiory.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes __NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Field results of the soil samples coincide with resulls from the analytical laboratory.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box{es) and wnte in
source)

Ne available Infermation {1 Analytical data [X] 3
Anecdotal 1 Documentation about data {3
Historical process data 1] Disposal data (i
Current process dala [ Q.A, data (1
Argal photographs [] Salety analysis rapan [
Enginsertng/site drawings 1] D&D report [}
Unusual Qccurrence Report [] Initial assessment []
Summary documenis (1 Well data i1
Facility SOPs [] Canstruction data [

OTHER X] 2
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Quastion 8. |Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
present at the source as it exists today? if so, describe the
evidence.

Biock 1 ANSWEeT:

No evidence exists indicating a source exists at this site. The tank was removed, soll samples
taken from the excavalion were determined noncontaminated, and the excavation was
backlilled 1o grade with noncontaminated soil.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information is based on record documenting the removal process and results from an
established analytical laboratory.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes __NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Field sampling results coincide with laboratory analytical results.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and writa in
source)

No available information {1 Analytical data [X] 3
Anecdotal (] Documentation about data []
Historical process dala [1 Disposal data [
Current process data [] Q.A, data 1}
Areal photographs [ Safety analysis repon ]
Engineering/site drawings [l D&D report [}
Unusual Ccourrence Repont [ Initial assessment [}
Summary documants (] Well data []
Facility SOPs [} Construction data {1
OTHER [X] 2
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ESTIMATION OF YOLUME OF COMTAMINATED SOQIL
FROM A FUEL OIL SPILL

A. §. RGCO

AUGUST 7, 1891

PROBLEM: What is the volume of contaminated sait which would rasult from a
o

surface fuel oil spitl of & known or estimated gquaatity?

ASSUMPTIONS .

. N GALLON FUEL SPILL
. SOIL PORGSITY = 6.35 (p) (Casa et al., pa A-52)
. THE RESIDUAL SATURATION CAPACITY (RS) = ( 0.10, 0.15, 0.20 )

The rasidual saturation for fuel oils is approximately 33% of the watar
holding capacity of the soil. Oragun (1988) reports maximum RS values
for different fuel oils.

Table 1. Residual Saturation (RS) valuss for difieranc fuels.

ruel ) RS
Tignt oil and gasoline g.1¢

* diesal and iight fuel ail 0.13
lube and heavy fuel oil 0.20

The volume of soil in cubic yards contaminated by a spill is given by (Drsgun,
1988) '

0'2 X VEC
v, - —— (1)
o x (RS)

where V_ = Yolume of cantaminatad soil at residual saturation (yd’}.
V.. = volume of discharged hydrocardons in barrels
= {N gallons of spilled fuel} x (1l barrel per 44 galloas)
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